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Dear Sir: 



In response to the Interview Summary mailed 05 November 2008, 



Applicant submits the following remarks. 
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Interview Summary 

The undersigned thanks Examiner Deak for her time and courtesies 
extended during a telephone interview on 08 October 2008. The rejection over 
U.S. 5,980,479 was discussed. The undersigned argued that the Examiner's 
functionality standard for obviousness was incorrect. The Examiner argued that 
MPEP 2144.04(IV)(A) and In re Larson applied to this claimed invention, as the 
claimed invention was being made integral in the form of the bellows pump of the 
secondary reference. The undersigned argued that the rejection was not based 
upon a proper understanding of MPEP 2144.04(IV)(A), and that MPEP 
2144.04(IV)(A) did not properly apply to this claimed invention. The Examiner 
asked if there was any unexpected result that would be evidence of 
nonobviousness . 

On 16 October 2008, after communicating with the inventor, the 
undersigned called the Examiner to explain the unexpected results as detailed in 
the subsequent Declaration filed by Applicant. The Examiner indicated the 
statements sounded convincing, and requested a formal submission. The 
undersigned agreed to file the Declaration formalizing the comments made by 
telephone. 

The undersigned also noted, upon further review, that In re Larson 
did not apply to the present rejection and could not be used to support the rejection 
as In re Larson applies to making a device as one piece where the prior art device 
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is merely made in the same configuration from more than one piece bolted 
together. The present invention is very different in configuration and structure 
from the prior art device. 

No agreement was reached. 
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